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PREFACE

In 1991, the Massachusetts Job Council developed a survey instrument to ascertain basic
information regarding funds spent on job training and to provide state policymakers with
information about those being served and what services are being provided. The survey was
distributed to administering agencies in four state secretariats. Responses were sought on four
types of questions: funding levels, target groups, services and service providers. A summary
of findings was presented to representatives of the four state secretariats in December 1991.
There was no formal analysis of the data.

The advaced state of coordination activity in Massachusetts warranted the Commission's
use of that state as a focus for this project. By using the Massachusetts experience as a
laboratory experiment, the Commission developed a methodology for assessing program
objectives, organizational structure, modes of service delivery, federal-state partnerships. and
funding for employment and training programs at the state level. Specifically, this project
develops a (1) survey methodology and computer program that can be used by states to assess
and better coordinate their employment and training programs and (2.) a code book that explains
access to the computer program and statistical analysis of data contained in the file.

The survey contains two parts: (a) a program survey that NA:0111(1 he administered to each
head of a state's workforce development programs and (b) a suhstate area survey that would
permit geographic analysis of the data and could be used as a mechanism for checking the
accuracy of state-level information. Under this survey, states will be able to measure funding
levels, origin, and methods of allocation; distribution of funds by type of service provider; type
of services provided; population groups served; and geographic distribution with service delivery
areas. Any category or set of categories can he cross-referenced with other categories.

This project is a natural extension of the investment that the Commission ;las made in
finding ways to improve coordination of public assistance programs at the federal level. In

addition to the work that supported our report, Coordinating Federal Assistance Programs for
the Economically Disadvantaged: Recommendations and Background Materials, the Commission
has sponsored research examining state- and local-level coordination techniques and strategic
planning. This project is intended to carry the Commission's coordination message to the states
by giving them a tool with which they can assess and better coordinate their employment and
training programs. I would also add that the thrust of this report, strengthening the capability
of the state to coordinate its job training programs. is consistent with our recommendations in
the afore- mentioned coordination report and the recommendations that we will be offering in an
upcoming Commission report on private industry councils and JTPA.

John C. Gartland
Chairman

U
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INTRODUCTION

In Fiscal Year 1992, an estimated $320 million were spent on workforce development

programs in the State of Massachusetts. These funds were administered through 31 separate

employment and training programs involving a number of state departments and agencies under

the direction of four Cabinet Secretariats.

In an effort to provide policymakers with basic information on these workforce

development programs, the Mass Jobs Council (MJC) surveyed administering agencies to gain

insights on four sets of issues pertaining to these programs: (1) funding levels, origins, and

methods of allocation; (2) distribution of funds by type of service provider; (3) type of services

provided, and (4) population groups served.

Preliminary findings from the responses to the MJC survey were tabulated and reported

by the Mass Jobs Council in six sets of tables. Since that time, the Mass Jobs Council has

obtained additional information concerning funding as well as the number of people served by

engaging in telephone conversations with program directors in an attempt to com,.;ete the survey

responses. This report relies on the survey responses (the "MJC Survey Data Base") as the

primary data source. We added the following information to that data base: the number of people

served and their percentage distribution across programs (from a March 1992 Report of the Mass

Jobs Council Restructuring Taskforce "Creating a World-Class Workforce Development System

in Massachusetts"). It is worth emphasizing that the total funding reported in the survey

responses falls short of the amount indicated in the MJC Report by some $45 million. Since the

information collected subsequently to the survey did not cover all the issues contained in the

survey we have elected to base our analysis on the more comprehensive MJC Survey Data Base.
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Building on the MJC's pioneering effort, the objective of this project is two-fold. First,

to utilize the information gathered by the MJC in order to provide a relatively comprehensive

account of workforce development programs operative in the State of Massachusetts. This effort

is primarily intended to serve as an illustration of the kind of issues that may be addressed with

the survey data. Second, drawing on lessons concerning what may be learned about survey

design and data collection techniques from the MJC pilot project, to suggest a modified survey

which attempts to address some of the problems encountered with the original effort. In addition

it intends to elicit, by way of adding new questions, information that could noc be obtained with

the old survey.

In addition to the state-wide experience gained through agency responses to the

questionnaires, we recognize the geographic dimensions to the collection of data on workforce

development programs. Hence our survey is a two-part survey: a program survey which would

be administered to the directors of each of the state's workforce development programs and a

substate area survey. Adding a geographic dimension to the collection of workforce

development program statistics would permit analysts to aggregate the data by both program and

geographic area, thus enabling both statewide assessments as wel' as comparisons of program

coverage and performance by substate area. Such a data structure would allow for more

informed evaluations of the fit between client needs and the distribution of program resources.

Also, since similar information would be collected a', both the state and substate level,

comparison of statewide program and aggregated substatc responses would allow analysts to

make some assessment as to the validity and reliability of the survey findings.

This report is organized as follows: Part 1 gives an overview of the information contents
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of the original MJC Survey and uses the tabulated survey responses to sketch a summary profile

of the Massachusetts workforce development programs. This is followed in Part II by a brief

discussion of the original survey's limitations and suggested modifications. In this part of the

report, we also present the modified version of the MJC Survey. In designing the modified

survey, we have addressed two questions: the reliability of the survey instrument and the need

to develop survey administrative procedures that result in returns completed with data of the

highest quality. The new survey design is general enough to be replicated anywhere in the

United States and sufficiently specific to cover all facets of workforce development programs.

To enhance compliance, a detailed instruction sheet as to how the survey questionnaires should

be completed is made an integral part of the survey instrument. Part III provides step-by-step

instructions for creating a computerized survey data base to be used in conjunction with the

survey questionnaires.



I. MASSACHUSETTS WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS:

AN OVERVIEW

1. THE INFORMATION CONTENT OF THE MASS JOBS COUNCIL SURVEY

The survey instrument developed by the Mass Jobs Council was designed to collect data

on Massachusetts workforce development programs from administering State agencies in four

Cabinet Secretariats. The MJC survey questionnaire consists of four sections, each dealing with

a specific set of issues. Section I of the survey addresses funding levels, sources, and methods

of funding allocation. Section II is devoted to target groups: demographic and other socio-

economic characteristics of population groups served. Section III solicits information on the

types of services provided. Methods of funding distribution by type of service providers are

covered in Section IV of the questionnaire. In addition to quantitative information, qualitative

questions were asked to collect some descriptive information about specific aspects of the

workforce development programs. The most frequent type of qualitative question asked is:

"What factors influence your program decisions about target groups ? "; "What factors influence

your program decisions about service mix?"; "What factors affect your program decisions about

service providers?" and so on. This report does not report on these qualitative questions.

In Table 1, we present a match up of questions and agency responses tabulated in six sets

of tables which are reproduced in the Appendix to this report (Table Sets A through F). Agency

responses to questions pertaining to program funds and funding sources in the first part of the

survey (Sections I.A through I.D) are tabulated in Table Set A. Agency responses to questions

relating to methods of funding distribution (Sections I.E through I.G of the survey) are reported

4

1)
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in Table Set B. Agency responses to questions about funding distribution by major service

providers in Section IV of the survey are tabulated in Table Set C, and information concerning

the major types of services provided (Section III.A of the survey) is given in Table Set D.

Section III.B of the survey seeks information on the provision of specific services. Since this

section was not completed by the majority of agencies no tabulation of responses was possible.

Finally, Table Sets E and F contain tabulations of agency responses to questions asked in

Sections 11.A and II.B of the survey dealing with people served and their characteristics.

TABLE 1 : NIATCHING MJC SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES WITH
TABULATED RESULTS

Table Set Topic Survey Questions

A Funding Sources LA to LD

B Methods of Funding Distribution 1.E to I.G

C Major Service Providers IV

D Types of Services Provided 'ILA

E People Served ILA

F Characteristics of People Served II.B

Note: Qualitative questions contained in the survey do not form part of
these tables.

Survey responses were returned (in varying degrees of completeness) for a total of 31

workforce development programs. Table 2 lists the workforce development programs as they

appear in the survey responses)
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TABLE-2

MJC SURVEY DATABASE
MASSACHUSETTS WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAMS

PROGRA_M

SECRETARY OF ECONOMIC AFFAIRS
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA 11A)
Job Training Partnership Act (.JTPA 1111)
Employment Service
Disabled Veterans Outreach Program (DV0P)
Local Veterans Employment Representatives (EVERS)
Bay State Skills: 50/50
BavState Skills: Global Education
Bay State Ski II:i: Displaced Ilomemakers
Nlass jobs Southeast
.Yobs Corps

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC)

SECRETARY OF EDUCATION
School-to-Work Transition
Chapter 188 (Dropout Prevention Only)
Adult Education
State Legalization Impact Assistance Act
Perkins Vocational Education Act
NlcKinney Homeless Act
National Workplace literacy

SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Targeted Assistance: Allocation
Targeted Assistance: Discretionary
Refugee Education and Employment
JOBS
Veterans Job Training ( JTPA IVC)
Labor Shortage Initiative Trust Fund
\I RC Vocational Rehabilitation
N1RC Extended Employment
MRC Supported Emploment
\1C11 Vocational Rehabilitation
DN111 Employment & Training
DN1R Employment & Training

SECRETARY OF LABOR
Industrial Services Program (.iTPA 111) .
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In the following sections, we highlight some of the key findings obtained from the survey

responses. This discussion is based on the tabulations of responses presented in Table Sets A to

F in the Appendix. Although survey questionnaires were filled out for 31 workforce development

programs, complete responses were given for only a small subset of programs. As the survey

attempted to gather more detailed information on the methods of funding allocation, service

providers, types of services offered, and the socio-economic characteristics of the individuals

served, the subset of programs for which these data were made available by the responding

agencies and thus the total funds accounted for were reduced further. These limitations have

somewhat constrained the subsequent analysis of the MJC Survey Data Base. Therefore, the

subsequent analysis should be regarded more as an illustration of the kind of issues and questions

that can be addressed with the survey.

2. FUNDING

Sources and Distribution

Workforce development programs receive their funds from three primary sources: the

federal government, the state government, and other sources.

In FY 92 close to $320 million were spent on workforce development programs in the

State of Massachusetts. Of these, approximately 54 percent originated from the federal

government, 35 percent were contributed by the State, and the remainder was secured from

"other" sources, most notaoly in form of federal tax credits made available directly to

participating employers through the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit measure (TJTC). Table 3

illustrates this point further by grouping the programs according to their funding source: federal,



TABLE 3: EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS
SOURCE OF FUNDS, FY 1992

PROGRAM FUNDING
in $

c'c OF

TOTAL

..4: FEDERALLY FUNDED (100%)
1 Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA 11A) S31,952,000 38.67
2 Employment Sen ices (ES) 518.536.000 22.4i
3 Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA JIB) $12363,000 15.05'f

4 job Corps (Fed. Admin. Program) $12.152.000 14.7%

5 Disabled Veterans Outreach Program (DVOP) $1,965,000 2.47
6 Refugee Education and Employment $1,704,000 2.1%
7 Local Veteran. Employment Representatives (LVERS) 51.281.000 1.57
S largely(' Assistance - Allocation $808.000 1.07
9 \1 R(' Supported Employment $527,000 0.67

1(1 Slate Legali/alion Impact Assistance Act $438.000 0.5 ^<

I I McKinne homeless Assistance Act S425,000 0.57
12 National \Vttrhplace Literacy 5391.000 0.57
13 1 argeted Assistance - Di.cretionan 51 59.000 0.27,_._

TOT :IL $82,751,000 100.0%

B: STATE FUNDED (1007c)
1 Department of Mental Retardation (MIR) 530.050.000 66.2;-;

2

3

4

\ I RC Fstended EmploNment $6,437,000 14.2'7

Depar Intent of \ lental Health (DMID S5.626.000 12.4'7;

IS.,'. Stale Shills : 50 50 SI.225,000 2.7c;

6

,.,, hi,,,I.To.\1ork Transition (II) # 29) $564.0011 1.9';
( ii.ipN r 188 !Dropout Preentionl S4'.000 1.!';
It.i Stilt Shills: Displaced I lomemakers S'95:000 0 ' :

8

'I

It., State Shills: (Ilokat Education S'00 non n -17
\ 1,,,,.i,,b,...;,,,,ihcast S17.001 11

r()T.I/, -

C: SHARED FUNDING : FEDERAL-STATE

$45,366,000 / 1)(1.11'.,

1 lob Opportnintie. and Italic Shill. (JOBS) S75.200.000 47.4:i
2 M RI" - Vocational Rehabilitation S4 El S0.000 23.97;

3 Pet kin. Vocational Education Act S17.985.000 113';
4 I iidustr kit `,..r% 4'1, Program (JTPA Ill) EDWAA S17.596.000 11.1'.;

5

6

N1( It vo, .1 tion.11 Rehabilitation S6.401,000 4 0`,..

Vol.-ran. jot) "rtainin2 (.1.1.PA Title 1V-C)* S373,000 0.2';;

TOTAL -

0:0T11ER

$158,735,000 100.0r-,

1 I ,r2eied Job. las ('rcclit a 1 1 C) S26.:,00.0no SI .2'..;

2 I abor Shortage Initiaii%e Trust (ESTI') S6.200.000 I:.,..

TOTAL $33,000,000 100.0%

'.COTES :
T..i..1 r) 1992 $319,852,000 100.(Pq-

I $173,937,224 5-1.4r-r

.LP`.,!:1:! $112,837,571 35.3ri
$33,078,000 ** 10.3(:(

rn klcd for the Adult Education Program
1-,-.1% not ,Idd tot;t1 due 10 rOUI1Ciing

t ): :11:101.1M. S7:000 arc tut ributed to "other" sources.
Ls_ S-5.01n allocated 10 Veterans Joh Training, (TI PA IV-C)

8
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state, and joint federal-state funding. It should be noted that 13 programs (excluding TJTC) were

financed solely through the federal government; 9 received exclusively state funds while the

federal and the state governments contributed jointly to 6 programs. Two programs: (TJTC and

Labor Shortage Initiative Trust) obtained funding from "other" sources. No funding information

was provided for the Adult Education program.

The allocation of program funds across State Secretariats was as follows: 54.6 percent

of the $320 million supported programs under the administration of the Secretary of Health and

Human Services; 6.4 percent of the funds were administered by the Education Department, and

5.5 percent by the Labor Department. Approximately one third (33.4 percent) of the program

funds were under the purview of the Secretary of Economic Affairs. This figure, however,

included approximately $39 million in funds that wfr_':e not truly controlled by the State (TJTC

funds which are administered by the Internal Revenue Service and Jobs Corps funds which are

under the control of the U.S. Department of Labor). The State thus had some administrative

control over $281 r.iillion or 87.8 percent of the total although some $56.7 million were subject

to allocation formulas. Of note is the fact that the four Cabinet Secretariats differed in terms of

their primary source of funding: while programs under the authority of Economic Affairs were

primarily federally funded, the others relied relatively more heavily on state sources.

Within the workf'rce development system funds may be distributed via a variety of

different methods: allocation formula, request for proposals (RFP), direct grants, retained by

agency, and "other" (the latter includes special set-asides for incentive awards and interagency

service agreements). Information on the distribution methods was obtained from the MJC Survey

for 25 out of 31 programs, accounting for some $265 million or 82.8 percent of total funding.2
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As shown in Figure 1, of the $265 million, 30.8 percent was distributed through competitive

bidding at the agency level (RFP), 22.7 percent were retained by the administrative agencies

either to cover state administrative costs or for direct services, 21.4 percent were allocated by

formula, Fnd 24.4 percent were distributed via "other" methods. This other category included

some $62 million which the JOBS program set aside to fund interagency service agreements and

$1.9 million or 6 percent of JTPA IIA money which was set aside for incentive awards to SDAs

exceeding performance standards and technical assistance grants to outside organizations.

Finally, 0.7 percent of the total funds were disbursed in form of direct grants for three

programs: the Bay State Skills:Global Education, the Targeted Refugee Assistance

(Discretionary), and the Industrial Services (ISP JTPA III) programs.

Although the $320 million in program funds supported a mixed basket of 31 workforce

development programs in the State of Massachusetts a significant portion of these funds was

consumed by just a handful of programs. The top five programs (excluding TJTC) accounted

for some $197 million or 67.2 percent of the $293 million in combined federal plus state

funding. They were: JOBS (25.7 percent of total funds), the Vocational Rehabilitation program

offered by the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission (MRC; 14.1 percent), JTPA IIA (10.9

percent, the Department of Mental Retardation programs (DMR; 10.2 percent), and Employment

Services (6.3 percent).

Service Providers

Among the ultimate service providers that administer work force development programs

one can distinguish between four well-defined groups: direct state service, community -based
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organizations (CBO), educational institutions', and Service Delivery Areas (SDA).4 A fifth

category "other" includes such diverse providers as employers offering on-the-job-training, state

universities. correctional institutions, and municipalities.

The MJC Survey responses provided information on the funding of service providers in

20 programs receiving a total of $173.6 million as detailed in Table 4.5 Of these, some 61

percent were received by CBOs which, therefore, constituted the primary service providers

within the Massachusetts workforce development system. Educational institutions received 19.4

percent of the funds while State agencies and the SDAs as direct service providers accounted for

2.3 and 4.1 percent of the funds respectively. A rather substantial portion of the funding (13

percent) was received by the "other" providers (see Figure 1).

Service Types

Workforce development programs provide a number of services which may be grouped

into four broad categories: basic skills, occupational training, job placement, and supportive

services (i.e. child care, transportation etc.).

Information on funding allocation by service type across programs is given in Table 5.

We note from agency responses that supportive services were the frontrunner, absorbing $57.6

million or 40 percent of the $142.6 million in total program funds accounted for here.

Occupational training ranked second with 33 percent of total funds. Job placement services

accounted for 14.4 percent.



TABLE 4: FUNDING ALLOCATION TO ULTIMATE SERVICE PROVIDERS
BY PROCRAN1: FY 1992 (in $)
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PROCRANI 0110 EDU*
INST.

DIRECT* SDA OTHER.*-

Ray State Sid Ils -50/50 698,250 526,750

-Global 200.000

-Displaced Ilome. 177,000 118,000

Mass jobs Southeast 177,279

Jobs Corps 12.152.00(1

Chapter 188 - Dropout Prevention 492,000

State legalization Impact Assistance Act 359,160 78,840

Perkins Vocational Education 359,697 16.905,741 719.393

Niel:lone). Ilomeless Act 284,750 46,750 93,5(h)

National Workplace Literacy 390.949

targeted Assistance - Allocation 808,146

- Discrettonar- 158.553

Refugee Employment and Education 1.704.000

JO85 **** 57,904,00(1 1,2113,100 4.512,000 7.520.000

NIRC -Extended Employment 6.437.472

-Supported Employment 527,000

NIC11 ***** 1,120,164 1.024,150 3.040.446 31.005 544,080

Department of Mental Ilealth (UMW 5.625,714

Department of Mental Retardation (DNIR) 30,049.712
Industrial Service Program-a 703.840 13,372,960 879.800 2.639.400

Industrial Service Program-b 1,583.640 351.92(1 9,853.760 5.806,680

TO7'.4L - a S173,586,701 106,219,208 33,696,301 3,966,996 7,183,405 72,5'0,7%1

' 0 f Total I00c,i 61.2Ci 19.-1(7c 2.3e-1 4.1 13.a( ,

TOT AL - It 51 73,586,701 105,515,368 21,906,931 3,439,116 14,397 ,765 21.327,47 I

% of Total 1008E 60.8% 12.6(7( 2.0% 3.3', 16.3r1

NOTES :
a - Vendor
h - Operator (Contracts out to vendor)
* - Educational Institutions
** - Direct State Service

State- Incomes .,taLe Cni:versities. employers. correctional institutions etc.
- Percentage distribution reported accounts for mac I0q of total JOBS funding.

"`**' - Survey response reports percentage distribution as value range, figures bvre are based on midpoints.
however, components ohl up to 100'i- onl) NN hen the respectke maximum range values are assumed.



TABLE 5: FUNDING FOR PROGRAMS BY SERVICE TYPE
FY 1992 (in $)
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PROGRAM Basic Skill Training Job Plac. Support Sen.

BSSC: 50/504'4' 980,000 85,750 36,750

Global Education 200,000

Displaced Homemakers 295,000

Massjobs Southeast 141,823 35.456

lobsCorps 12,152,000

School-to-Work Transition (ID#29) 345,600 345,600 172.800

State Legalization Impact Assistance** 328,500 43,800

Perkins Vocational Education** 12,229,685 5,755,146

McKinney Homeless Act 425,000

National Workplace Literacy 234,569 156,380

Targeted Assistance : Allocation 509,132 290,933 8,081

Discretionary 158,553

Refugee Education & Employment 766,800 937,200

JOBS** 6,768,000 10,528.000 9,024,000 45.872,000

Veterans Job Training (JTPA IV-C) 373,356

N1RC Extended Employment 1,609,368 3,218,736 1.609.368

Supported Employment 131,750 263,500 131.750

s1CB Vocational Rehab. 480,070 2.560,376 800.117 2.560.376

DMI Employment & Training** 3.656,714 1,125,143 112.514 168.771

ISP (JTPA III)" 4,399,000 * 4,399,000 * 5,806,680 351.920

Total $17,567,785 $46,852,231 $20,602,178 $57,562,873
f7c of Total Program funds(Total:$142,584,467) 12.3% 32.9% 14.4% 40.4r-(

NOTES:
According to survey returns, 50% of funds are allocated to Basic Skills and Training combined. For lack of

further information, we assume a 50150 split-
** Expenditures on the four service types combined do not add up to total program funds due to explicit!)

recognized administrative costs. For the above programs, administrathe and "other" expenditures are reported to

amount to a total of $ 5,386.171.
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3. PEOPLE SERVED

Distribution Across Workforce Development Programs

In FY 92, Massachusetts workforce development programs served an estimated 422,000

people.' This figure should be viewed as a rough approximation of the actual number of

enrollees for two reasons: data were not available for a few programs (Chapter 188 Dropout

Prevention and Department of Mental Health (DMH) programs) and secondly, the reported

number of individuals served is said to include double counting.

As the data in Table 6 show, workforce development programs administered by the

Secretary of Economic Affairs dominated the scene in terms of the number of people served

(281,469 or 66.6 percent of the total). This is attributable in large part to the coverage of a

single service program: some 232,000 individuals reportedly received job placement services

through the Employment Services (ES) program. The fact that 55 percent of all people for whom

data were reported were enrolled in one single program clearly distorts any comparison one may

wish to make across cabinet secretariats on a program-by-program basis. To illustrate this point,

the third column in Table 6 recalculates the percentage distribution of enrollees across

secretariats after removing from the total those people served by the ES program. once ES is

excluded, the Economic Affairs Secretariat loses its top ranking with 26 percent of all enrollees.

It falls back to the third position behind Education (35.4 percent) and Health and Human

Services (32.3 percent). In terms of individual programs across all four secretariats, the

elimination of ES leaves MRC at the top of the list with 21.4 percent of system enrollees,

followed by the Perkins Vocational Education Act program (17.6 percent) and JOBS (19.5



TABLE 6: DISTRIBUTION OF PEOPLE SERVED BY MASSACHUSEITS
WORKFORCE DEVELOPNIENT PROGRAMS BY SECRETARIAT

PROGRAM
# OF

PEOPLE
DISTRIBUTION

rk OF ToTAL
SERVED incl. ES* I excl. ES"

ECONOMIC AFFAIRS TOTAL 281,469 66.6q 26.0r-r

Employment Services( ES) 232.000 54.9re -

Disabled Veterans Outreach Programs( D)\'OP 1 14.000 3.3'-i 7.4';

JTPA n..... 10,800 2.6g 5.7%

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit cure, 9.400 2.2ri 4.9rc

SIVA II-B 8,574 2.0' 4.5(e

Local Veterans Employment Representatives( LVERS1 4,500 1.1% 2.-re

Jobs Corps 1,400 0.3'7c 0.7'.6

Bay State Shills Corporation" 62(1 0.l 'r 0.3";

Nlassjobs Southeast 175 a 0.1 c,""e

EDUCATION TOTAL 61,518 14.Or( 31.3,;,

Perkins Vocational 1:din-allot' Ad 33.435 7.9'6 17.6'i

Adult Basic Education ici(Federal) I '.1010 ',St, 6.3',

Adult lia,,ic Eilticalion Ach Slate I 12.11(H1 2.5", 6.3',

NIcKinne) Ilornete,, Ad( AltEl 1 ,S0)) (1,4', (1,9';

State Legalization Impact A.,...istant Grant SOO (42', II 4',

OA` :School-to:Work Program 753 0.2' -c

NVorkpince literacy (Federal) 700 0." ',. 0.4' 't

HEALTH AND 11L7.11 AN SERI'ICES TOTAL 67,379 16.0(i 35,4';

\ IRC Ernplo mcnt & T rainin2 '' "' 40,75a 9.W, 21.4',

10115 15.000 4.3', 9.5' .,.

I)N1R Employment & "training 3.805 0.9r-e 2.0'-;

Refugee mploy men( Programs ^ " '.259 0.5'6 1.2' ;

WO Etnplo ment S.. Training 1.500 0.4'; O.S' e

Labor Slim tage IMO:Like Trust Fund 600 0.1'e 0.3' r

Veteran,. Job Training W.\ 1C1 465 0.1'. O. '' ;

LABOR TOTAL I ',non 1.80. ", 6.3",

Industrial tier% ice. Prot:rain LITPA 1111 I2_.11(111 2.8', 6.3',

TOTAL 42..366 100.0(:, -

I Ex( Imlinf.! Employment Servien) TOTAL 190,366 - I 00.ile;

N( YI.ES:

All data an Lai, a fil.111 16, NI IC lt,.1,..« .01.1 ('I It... \1

,..,,rant Titles art. us thee urpcor in this r, port and was differ from those in the N1,1(:!11,e t, tut u-. 1 12.11t, in, lode d. uldc t.11111.

- less 111,111 0.1

- 1.1(.1%1,111 dm, II"( disliti2Irod 11,1,,t,11 Ii.I, Siak. Shills :0 50: (.1.4,1 I

- 1 he 1Z,.pont 1,0%, ern MIZ( Vocational 12ehabilition (.tended 1:11,1,11. mem and Slliti..111

- The \1 )1' Report not disnouoislI1,0,,e,o Tagt.It..1 Assistance : Allocation, Targeted Assistance : ths, 1, li.,i,.,Is and 12, ,

Education :Ind Emplot nit Ill.

. In,ludi,i l'auplo men( Sri", ire'.

RsAudinL rilirl...11111, St 1, it,

2u

BEST COPY MA HE
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percent). Together these top three programs accounted for close to 60 percent of all service

recipients, underscoring the fact that despite the exclusion of the ES program -- the

distribution of participants in the Massachusetts workforce development programs is skewed

towards a very few programs.

Participant Profile

To determine a profile of the typical service recipient in terms of demographic and socio-

economic characteristics requires information on both the total number of participants as well

as their percentage distribution in terms of demographic and socio-economic characteristics on

a program by program basis. The number of programs reporting in the survey on the socio-

economic characteristics of their enrollees varies depending on the variable in question. The key

variables are: age (youth, age 14 to 21; and older workers, age 55 and older), gender (male

only), race (minorities only), disabled, and low income status. Table 7 reports the percentage

distribution of people served by selected characteristics for the subsets of programs for which

the pertinent information was available. The smallest subset comprises those 6 programs that

provided complete information on all 6 variables reported on in Table 7. Focussing only on

gender and age composition (youth and older workers), enrollee distribution by these

characteristics is known for eleven programs. Information on low income status was given for

only eight of the 15 programs listed in Table 7.

Based on the profile of enrollees sketched in Table 7 and Figure 2, 14.6 percent of those

served by the Massachusetts workforce development system in FY 92 were youth between the

ages of 14 and 21; 8.5 percent were older workers; the remaining 76.4 percent .verc adults
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between the ages of 22 and 54. The gender breakdown of enrollees was 57 percent male and 43

percent female. Minorities appear to have been "over-represented" relative to the state average

as minority enrollees accounted for 23.9 percent of the total. This over-representation of

minorities most likely reflects the fact that the focus of the majority of programs is on the

economically disadvantaged a population segment in which minority representation by far

exceeds that in the general population. For instance, in 1990, 6.8 percent of the white population

in Massachusetts lived in poverty compared to 21.7 percent of the black population. The data

given for the 15 programs in Table 7 underscore the fact that approximately one third of

program enrollees fell in the low income status category. Of interest is also the fact that 4.5

percent of those people served were persons with disabilities.

Program priorities may be deduced from data enabling comparisons across programs. It

is inferred, for example, that young people enjoyed a greater than average representation in

programs such as JTPA IIA, Jobs Corps and JTPA IIB (with the latter specifically targeting

young people), while Disabled Veterans Outreach Programs (DVOP), Local Veterans

Employment Representatives (LVERS), and to a lesser extent Industrial Service Program

(ISP) served a relatvely high proportion of the older population with 19.9, 18.3 and 13 percent

of all enrollees respectively belonging to this category. Minorities were significantly over-

represented in the JTPA IIB (50.6 percent), State Legalization Impact Assistance (95 percent),

McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (70 percent), National Workplace Literacy (44 percent) and

JOBS (46 percent) programs, while women constituted the overwhelming majority of enrollees

in the McKinney Homeless Assistance Act and the JOBS programs with 70 and 95 percent

respectively.
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Distribution Across Services

Many workforce development programs offer a mix of services (Basic Skills, Training,

etc.) although some programs offer only one type of service. Enrollees often receive more than

one service when participating a given program, thus program "output" may be more

appropriately measured in terms of "service units" rather than number of people enrolled. Table

8 uses this approach and describes programs in terms of service units delivered by service type.

As shown in the table, complete information on the number of program enrollees and the types

of services that they received was available for a total of 12 programs in the MJC survey.'

These 12 programs enrolled 95,949 individuals and delivered a total of 121,831 service units in

FY 92 (about one-fourth of all participants in the Massachusetts workforce development system).

The relative importance of the different services is depicted in Figure 3. The provision of

supportive services appears to have been the first and foremost function performed by the

Massachusetts workforce development system (close to 47,000 or 38.4 percent of enrollees

received this service.) Next in line was job training, accounting for close to 29 percent of all

service units, followed by job placement with 24 percent. Even though a direct comparison

between data reported in Tables 5 and 8 may not be warranted (given the different subsamples

of programs), it is nonetheless worth noting that job placement services accounted for close to

one fourth of all service units while claiming a much smaller fraction (14.4 percent) of the

system's finances. This fact can undoubtedly be attributed to this service's limited resource

needs. Basic skills accounted for 8.9 percent of all service units but received 12.3 percent of the

financial resources.
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4. SERVICE COST

It is possible to assess the unit cost of services provided by a state workforce

development system wit: sufficiently disaggregated data. Table 9 illustrates this exercise for a

subsample of the programs listed in Tables 5 and 8. The subsample consists of those programs

for which the MJC Survey successfully elicited information on the distribution of funds as well

as the distribution of enrollees across the various services. Data on both sets of variables were

available for only 7 programs: Massjobs Southeast, State Legalization Impact Assistance, Perkins

Vocational Education Act, McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, JOBS, National Workplace

Literacy, and MCB Vocational Rehabilitation.

TA BLE 9: AVERAGE COST PER SERVICE UNIT

Service Type Funding $ Service Units Average Cost
per Unit $

Basic Skills 8,236,139 6,120 1,346

Training 25,459,884 22,211 1,146

Job Placement 9,824,117 12,510 785

Supportive Serv. 54,423,158 29,189 1,865

The findings reported in Table 9, which are based on the seven programs noted above,

are presented here for illustrative purposes. The data suggest that within the Massachusetts

workforce development system the provision of supportive services was the most costly function

with an average cost per unit across programs of $1,865. Job placement services were the least

costly aver,Iging about $785 to place an enrollee in the job market.
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A better assessment of the unit cost of services might be attained by disaggregating the

data by program, service, and geographic area. However, program services differ not only in

terms of characteristics of population served, but also in the method of provision and most

importantly in terms of program and service content. A category label such as "basic skills",

"training'', 0 'supportive services" is sufficiently broad so as to encompass a multitude of

=,;-:rvices, which are likely to differ from program to program. But, perhaps most important to

service unit cos: ;s tht.. degree to which the cost is driven by the characteristics or the profile of

a program':, enrollee:, and hence the type of service provided. As the MJC survey coverage did

not elicit int--.:,rmation on either the profile of enrollees by type of service or on the distribution

of said e .rollees among service providers, a meaningful comparison of service costs across

programs is not feasible.



II. WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY

1. SURVEY DESIGN

While the MJC survey was an important first step in gathering information on the

distribution of program funds, the preceding discussion clearly underscores the importance of

survey design and survey administration for securing reliable and complete responses to survey

questions. To provide policymakers with information that will allow them to make informed

judgements about workforce development programs within their jurisdictions, a new survey was

developed, henceforth referred to as the Workforce Development Program Survey.

One important question that had to be addressed in designing the survey is the sampling

frame. That is, should the sampling frame consist of cabinet secretariats, state agencies that

administer workforce development programs, programs, service providers, etc.? The MJC

survey utilized programs as the unit of analysis. The new survey retains this feature but adds

another dimension to the collection of data in a manner that would allow analysts to examine

various program characteristics by aggregating results for administering agencies and by

geography. Administering agency is an important dimension because authority and responsibility

for program change is likely to reside with agency officials. Geography is an important

dimension because labor market conditions are likely to vary significantly within the state,

especially between urban and rural areas.

As an illustration: results from the MJC data reflect the statewide experience. What could

not be ascertained, however, is how program choices regarding service and client mix vary by

type of substate area. Thus, assessments of whether workforce development programs have been
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delivered in a fashion that addresses the most pressing needs of clients in particular substate

areas were not possible given the survey structure. While many survey respondents reported that

their service/client mix matched the needs of their area, the survey did not provide an

independent means for verifying these statements. For instance, it was not possible to compare

indicators obtained from other sources at the substate level, such as unemployment rates and

labor force composition, with the outputs of the state's 31 workforce development programs.

This shortcoming is addressed in the new survey.

The Workforce Development Program Survey adds a geographic dimension to the

collection of workforce development program data. This component requires the identification

of geographic reporting areas that would be identical for all of the state's workforce development

programs. One possibility is the Service Delivery Areas utilized by programs funded under the

Job Training Partnership Act. It is a good starting point which could be modified to fit the

particular needs of programs in different states.

In addition to the program survey, the survey instrument would be administered by

geographic area (e.g., SDAs) to collect information for each area by program. This added

coverage would make it possible to aggregate the data by both program and geographic area,

enabling both statewide assessments as well as comparison of program performance by substate

areas. The new survey structure would allow for more informed assessments of the fit between

client needs and the distribution of program resources. SDA responses together with agency

responses to the program survey would permit analysts to check the validity and reliability of

the survey. Programs where discrepancies between the two sets of figures arc quite large would

warrant further investigation to identify the source of error. More importantly, information on

4:,
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the geographic distribution of workforce development programs would prove to be invaluable

to policymakers interested in developing a more comprehensive and coordinated structure to

workforce development system. The Workforce Development Program Survey presented in this

report thus consists of two parts: the program survey and the SDA survey.

2. PROGRAM SURVEY

The program survey would be administered to the directors of each of the state's

workforce development programs. The questionnaire would collect statewide information on

workforce development programs including funding levels and distribution, service providers,

services, and clients. The new survey instrument is modeled along the topical areas covered in

the original MJC survey, and where needed modifications were introduced. The program survey

questionnaire, including instructions for completion, is presented at the end of this section.

The most striking difference between the new survey and the original MJC survey is our

emphasis on collecting information on the number of clients served. The original MJC survey

instrument only asked for perc,,ntages of various client groups served. As a result, comparative

analyses across programs and analyses of all programs were weakened because total numbers

of clients served were not reported.

We have also made changes to the survey instrument to lessen the reporting burden of

respondents. For example, information on services provided have been collapsed into one table

and grouped by type of service (e.g. job search assistance, basic skills, occupational training,

support services).
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3. SERVICE DELIVERY AREA SURVEY

In addition to the program survey, to be completed by state program officials, we propose

the administration of a second set of surveys, to be completed by each of the state's SDA

directors. Each SDA director would complete one survey for each workforce development

program operating within his/her Service Delivery Area. The SDA survey instrument would

collect the following information on workforce development programs: funding levels and

distribution, service providers, services, clients, and geographic distribution of applicants,

clients, and program dollars by type of geographic areas within the SDA (e.g., central city.

suburban city, rural community). The SDA survey questionnaire is also presented at the end of

this section.

The SDA survey questionnaire would elicit information not gathered by the statewide

program survey. Data would be available to assess questions pertinent to variation across SDAs

in the mix of service providers, services, clients served, the type of area assisted (city, suburban,

rural), and so on. Answers to these questions would allow policymakers to look more closely

at the distribution of program funds and evaluate the extent to which funding distributions

correspond with the incidence of need in their states.

4. SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

Administration is the key to success. As the single most important element to improving

the quality of the workforce development program survey data, we propose that prior to

submitting the survey questions to appropriate officers. whoever is in charge of administering

the survey schedule one or more workshops in which analysts and would-be respondents have

4 7-
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a chance to interact and discuss the survey. At such a session, the design of the survey

instrument could be discussed and respondent ambiguity regarding particular questions could be

addressed. In addition, the workshop could be used to stress the importance of the survey data

and to communicate to respondents the need for complete returns. Our field work conducted as

part of this project found that in many instances respondents did not complete the MX

questionnaire because they perceived it to be one of dozens of surveys they had been asked to

complete. It is to be emphasized that data quality will only improve when policymakers and

program administrators communicate to program managers the importance of promptly and

accurately completing the workforce developmen. .)gram survey.

5. SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRES

In the following, we present a set of sample questionnaires for the program and SDA

surveys.



WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM SURVEY

Instructions for Completing Program Questionnaire
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NOTE: Please answer all questions. Do not leave responses blank. Enter an em dash
() if response is not applicable. Enter NA if data is not available.

1. Name of Program. Enter the name of the program

2. Administering Agency. Enter the name of the state agency- responsible for program
administration.

3. Contact Person. Enter the name and phone number of the person who can best answer
follow-up questions regarding the completion of this questionnaire

4. Fiscal Year Reported. Enter the at fiscal year for which you have complete data and base
your responses on this year. Enter the beginning and ending dates for the fiscal year reported

Part I. FUNDING LEVELS AND DISTRIBUTION

This portion of the survey focue- i n f.indiw, levels and the distribution of funds to recipients at

the - upstate level

A. Program Funds. Enter the t fund- :csallal;o ..or dos pro,-ain in fiscal 199

B. Funding Sources. Enter the amount of prf-grain funds domed from federal. state and
local governments as well as program funds cbt;nnod frum other -ources For state funds. please
indicate the -tate budget line Item under which pro,ram fund., ,,,,, pruvid,.d

C. Direct Services. Indicate how much of the programs fiscai 199_ funding was retained by
the state administering agency to provide direct sen-ices. I3v direct services. we mean instances
where the program's administering agency provides services to clients. such as the operation of a

skills center.

D. Non-Direct Services. Indicate how much of the program's fiscal 199_ funding Y, as

retained by the state administering agency for non-direct service purposes. such as g'2neral
administration. technical ass lance. monitoring and oversight. etc.

E. Funding Distributions. Of the balance of fiscal 199_ funds not included in Items D and

E. how much was allocated to recipients by allocation formula. by competitive requests for
proposals. by non-competitive grants. or by some other allocation method. Note: the amount
reported in item .4 should equal the sum of the amm nts reported in items C, D, and E.

F-H. Formula Allocation. If this program uses an allocation formula to distribute some or all

of its funds to the substate level. please provide additional information on the structure of the
formula and its distributional impacts

4
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I. RFPs. Describe the RFP process used to distribute funds under this program.

J. Non-Competitive Grants. Describe how non-competitive grants are used to distribute
funds under this program.

K. Funding Notification. Indicate approximately what time of year your agency receives
notification of the amount of program funds that will be available for the upcoming fiscal year.

32

L. Direct Recipients. Indicate the amount of program funds awarded to various types of
direct recipients and note how much of these funds were awarded by formula. by RFP. and by
non-competitive grant. Include only those recipient organizations that the administering agency
directly funds through this program. These organizations may or may not be the agencies
responsible for service provision. Note: The total amount of funds reported in this table should
equal the total amount of funds reported in Item I-E.

Part II. SERVICE PROVIDERS

A. Service Provider Organizations. This section of the survey asks for information on t
types of service providers utilized under this program Indicate the total amount of funds
awarded to each of the types of service providers listed in the table. In addition. please indicate
whether or not the use of each type of service provider is required by federal anchor state statute.

B. Service Provider Mix. Briefly describe what factors other than federal and.or state law
influence the mix of service providers utilued under this program

Part III. SERVICES

A. Type of Services. :his -oction of the surf % .1-ks ir information on the types of
provided through this pr,-gram For each type of service indicate the total amount of program
funds and the number olchents served includm, 'double counts In addition. for each service
provided. please indicate l het her federal and or -taro law require a minimum level of effort and
if so note the minimum 'required ser ice level Pe sure to indicate whether the minimum service
threshold applies to the propot lion of funds or to the proportion of clients served

B. Service Mix. Briefly describe what factors other than federal and. or state law influence the
mix of services provided under this program.

Part IV. CHARACTERISTICS OF CLIENTS SERVED

This section of the survey focuses on the characteristics of clients served under this program

A. Applicants. Enter the number of applicants for services under this program for fiscal
199_ Include all individuals who applied for assistance under this program

B. Clients Served. Enter the total number of clients served in fiscal 199 In addition.
please list, the number of clients that completed the program. the number of clients that dropped
out of the program prior to completion. and the number clients that were served by more than
one program over the course of the fiscal year
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C. Client Characteristics. Report the number and percentage of clients served in fiscal 199_
according to the demographic categories listed in the table. Include "double counts" in your
calculations. In addition. please indicate whether or not federal and/or state law require a
minimum level of effort regarding certain demographic groups. And if so. please be sure to
indicate whether the minimum level of effort applies to the proportion of funds or to the
proportion of clients served.

D. Client Mix. Briefly describe what factors other than federal and/or state law influence the

type of clients served under this program.

E. Target Groups. Report the number and percentage of clients served in fiscal 199_
according to the target groups listed in the table. Include "double counts" in your calculations.
In addition. please indicate whether or not federal andlor state law require a minimum level of

effort regarding certain target groups. And if so. please be sure to indicate whether the
minimum level of effort applies to the proportion of funds or to the proportion of clients served.

F. Target Group Mix. Briefly describe what factors other than federal and/or state law
influence the client groups targeted for services under this program.

3
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1. Name of Program:

2. Administering Agency:

3. Contact Person: Phone:
4. Fiscal Year Reported: Dates for Fiscal Year: From: To:

I. FUNDING LEVELS AND DISTRIBUTION

A What is the total amount of funding available to your program in fiscal year 199_?

B. How much of the funds available to your program in fiscal 199_ were from the following sources:

1. Federal $

2. State $ State budget line item number:
3. Local $

4. Other $ (please specify source)

C How much of your fiscal 199 funding was retained by the state-level administering agency to provide
direct services (for example, occupational training, skills assessment, support services, counseling, etc.)?

Please describe services provided:

D How much of your fiscal 199_ funding was retained at the state level for non-direct service purposes,
such as technical assistance. monitoring and oversight general administration. etc ?

S Please describe activities.

E. Of the balance of funds that are not accounted for in questions "C" and "D" above. how much of your
funding was allocated through the following mechanisms in fiscal 199

1. Allocation formula
2. Competitive Request for Proposals (RFPs)
3 Non-competitive grants
4. Other (please specify)

NOTE: Amount reported in Item A should equal the sum of amounts reported in Items C, D, & E.

1



I. FUNDING, CONTD
35

F If your program used an allocation formula to distribute some or all of your funds to the substate
level, please indicate how this process works. (Check appropriate response below).

1. Prescribed by federal law/regulation
2. Prescribed by state law/regulation
3. Developed at agency discretion
4. Other (please specify)

Please list formula factors and weights, and briefly describe their effects (e.g., favors rural areas)

G If your program used an allocation formula to distribute some or all of your funds to the substate level,
does your agency have any discretion regarding which formula factors were used to determine grant awards?

No Yes

If your program used an allocation formula to distnbute some or all of your funds to the substate level.
does your agency have any discretion regarding the relative weight assigned to each formula factor?

No Yes

I If your program used a competitive request for proposals (RFP) process to distribute some or all of

your funds to the substate level. please describe the cntena used to select funding recipients.

J If your program distnbuted some or all of your funds to the substate level via some form of
non-competitive discretionary grant. please descnbe the cntena used to determine how those

funds were awarded.

K What time of year does your program typically receive notification of funding levels for the upcoming year?

1. JAN - MAR 2. APR - JUN 3. JUL SEP 4 OCT DEC

L How much of your program's substate funding allocation was awarded in fiscal 199 to each of the
following types of direct recipients. Note that direct recipients may not necessarily be the ultimate
service provider. For example, municipal governments may be the direct recipients of program
funds, but they could then use them to fund community based organizations to provide services.

Amount Distributed by

Type of Direct Recipient Total Dollars Formula RFP Grant

Regional Employment Boards (SDA)
Municipal governments
Local school systems
Higher education institutions
Community based organizations
Other (please specify)

2
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A. What types of organizations were the service providers for your program in fiscal 199_?

Complete as many responses as are applicable
Is Use of This

Provider Required by
Federal/State StatuteTotal Dollar

Amount AwardedType of Service Provider Yes* No
State Agency -- Direct State Service Provision
SDA Skill Center
DET Opportunity Job Center
Elementary and Secondary Schools
Vocational School
Proprietary School (Non-Degree Granting)
Community College
Two-Year Private College
English-as-Second Language Learning Centers
Community-Based Organizations
Other (please specify)

Enter "F" ;f a federal requirement: "S" a state requirement.

B What factors other than state or federal law Influence your mix of service providers")

3
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A. What general types of services were provided under this program?

Complete as many items as Does the Law Specify a Minimum
Level of Effort for This Service?

What Level is Required?
applicable for your program Amount of

Program
Funds

Number of
Clients

Type of Service Served# Yes' Level(%)** No

Job Search Assistance
Job Search
Job Placement
Other (please specify)

Basic Skills
GED
English as Second Language
Literacy Training
Adult Basic Education
Other (please specify)

Occupational Training
Classroom Training
On-the-job Training
Quality/productivity training
Other (please specify)

Support Services
Day Care
Transportation
Supported Work
Other (please specify)

Subsidized Employment
Supported Work
Summer Jobs for Youth
Other (please specify)

Administration##

# Include doubt.; counts.
' Enter "F" if a federal requirement: "S" if a state requirement.

Indicate whether this requirement applies to the proportion of people receiving the service, or to the proportion

of funds spent on it. For example. to indicate a 10% set aside based on the number of people served enter 10p;

to indicate a 25% set aside based on total funds, enter 25f
#:# Only include administrative services if they are NOT included in response to Question I-D.

B What factors other than state or federal requirements influence your specific service mix?

4
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A. Number of applicants in fiscal 199_

B. Number of clients served in fiscal 199_
1. Total clients served

a) Number of clients that completed program
b) Number of clients that dropped out of program

2. Number of clients served by more than one program during fiscal 199_

C. What was the distribution of clients served by this program in fiscal 199 according to the following
demographic categones?

Include double counts Does the Law Specify a Minimum
Level of Effort for This Group?

What Level is Required?
Number

of Clients
Served

Percent
of Clients
ServedPopulation Group Yes* Level (%) No

Gander ,

Male
Female

Ale
14-15
16-21

22-54
55 and over

Race/Ethnicity
White (Non-Hispanic)
Black (Non-Hispanic)
Hispanic
AsianiPacific Islander
Native American
Other (please specifv)

Low Income Status

* Enter "F" if a federal requirement: "S" if a state requirement.
indicate whether this requirement applies to the proportion of people receiving the service, or to the proportion

of funds spent on it For example, to indicate a 10% set aside based on the number of people served enter 10p: to
indicate a 25% set aside based on total funds. enter 25f.

NOTE. JTPA programs may substitute a printout showing annual data from the Quarterly Report of
Participant Characteristics and Activity Report of Enrollee Characteristics in lieu of completing questions
IV-C and IV-E.

What factors other than state or federal law Influence the type of clients served?

5
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. Which of the following target groups were served by your program in fiscal 199

Include Double Counts Does the Law Specify a Minimum
Level of Effort for This Group?

What Level is Required?
Number

of Clients
Served

Percent
of Clients

ServedTarget Group Yes* Level (%)** No

At-Risk Youth (in-school)
High School Dropouts
High School Graduates
Welfare Recipients
Public Housing Residents
Unemployment Recipients
Unemployment Exhaustees
Not in Labor Force
Older Workers (55+)
Veterans
Limited English Speaking
Refugees/ Immigrants
Persons with Disabilities
Offenders
Other (please specify)

Enter "F" .f a federal requirement. "S" if a state requirement.
Indicate whether this requirement applies to the proportion of people receiving the service. or to the proportion

of funds spent on it. For example. to indicate a 10% set aside based on the number of people served enter leo: to
indicate a 25% set aside based on total funds, enter 25f.

NOTE: JTPA programs may substitute a printout showing annual data from the Quarterly Report of
Participant Characteristics and Activity Report of Enrollee Characteristics in lieu of completing
questions and 1V-E.

What factors other than state or federal requirements influence the mix of clients served in fiscal 1993?

6
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Instructions for Completing SDA Questionnaire
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NOTE: Please answer all questions. Do not leave responses blank. Enter an em dash
() if response is not applicable. Enter NA if data is not available.

1. Service Delivery Area. Enter the name of the Service Delivery Area.

2. Name of Program. Enter the name of the program.

3. Administering Agency. Enter the name of the state agency responsible for program
administration.

4. Contact Person. Enter the nar:ie and phone number of the person who can best answer
follow-up questions regarding the completion of this questionnaire.

5. Fiscal Year Reported. Enter the last fiscal year for which you have complete data and base
your responses on this year Enter the Beginning and ending dates for the fiscal year reported.

Part I. FUNDING LEVELS AND DISTRIBUTION

This port o ,n of the ,urveti 1.1('11:,f'S on funding levels and the distribution of funds to recipients
within the ,tate's fifteen Service Delivery Areas

A. Program Funds. Enter the total amount of funds awarded to the SDA under this program

B. Funding Sources. Enter the amount of funds awarded to the SDA through this program
derived from federal. state. and local governments as well as program funds obtained from other
sources. For ,tate funds. please indicate the state budget line item under which program funds
were provided.

C. Direct Services. Indicate how much of the program's fiscal 199_ funding was retained by
the SDA's Regional Employment Board to provide direct services. By direct services. we mean
instances where the Regional Employment Board provides services to clients. such as the
operation of a skills cent(:.

D. Non-Direct Services. Indicate how much of the program's fiscal 199_ funding was
retained by the SDA's Regional Employment Board for non-direct service purposes. such as
general administration. technical assistance. monitoring and oversight. etc.

E. Funding Distributions. Of the balance of fiscal 199_ funds not included in Items C and
D. how much was allocated by the SDA's Regional Employment Board to recipients by allocation
formula, by competitive requests for proposals. by non-competitive grants. or by some other
allocation method. Note: the amount reported in item should mull the sum of the amounts
reported in items C, D, and E.
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F. Funds Distributed by Administering Agency. Indicate how much of this program's
funding for fiscal 199_ was distributed to direct recipient organizations in the SDA by the
program's administering agency For each type of direct recipient, enter the total amount of
funds received and the amount distributed by formula, by RFP, and by non-competitive grants.

Part II. SERVICE PROVIDERS

A. Service Provider Organizations. This section of the survey asks for information on the
types of service providers utilized under this program in this SDA. Indicate the total amount of
funds awarded to each of the types of service providers listed in the table. In addition, please
indicate whether or not the use of each type of service provider is required by federal and,'or
state statute.

B. Service Provider Mix. Briefly describe what factors other than federal anci.Or state law
influence the mix of service providers utilized under this program in this SDA.

Part III. SERVICES

A. Type of Services. This section of the survey asks for information on the types of services
provided through this program in this SDA For each type of service. indicate the total amount
of program funds and the number of clients served. including "double counts." In addition. for
each service provided. please indicate whether federal and,'or state law require a minimum level
of effort. and if so. note the minimum required service level Be sure to indicate whether the
minimum service threshold applies to the proportion of funds or to tne proportion of clients
served

B. Service Mix. Brifly describe what factors other than federal and or state law in!luence the
mix f services pr((vided under this program in this

Part IV. CHARACTERISTICS OF CLIENTS SERVED

The'. -fw non (A' the survey focuses on the characteristics of clients served under this program in
this SDA

A. Applicants. Enter the number of applicants for services under this program in this SDA
fur fiscal 199 Include all individuals who applied for assistance under this program

B. Clients Served. Enter the total number of clients served under this program in this SDA in
fiscal 199_ In addition. please list the number of clients that completed the program. the
number of clients that dropped out of the program prior to completion. and the number of clients
that were served by more than one program over the course of the fiscal year.

C. Client Characteristics. Report the number and percentage of clients served in fiscal 199_
according to the demographic categories listed in the table. Include "double counts" in your
calculations In addition. please indicate whether or not federal and/or state law require a
minimum level of effort regarding certain demographic groups. And if so. please be sure to
indicate whether the minimum level of effort applies to the proportion of funds or to the
proportion of clients served. Note: TP.-1 programs may substitute a printout shorting annual
data from the Quarterly Report of Participant Characteristics and .icticity Report of Enrollee
Characteristics in lieu of completing questions I1' -C and IV-E.

5 1'
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D. Client Mix. Briefly describe what factors other than federal and/or state law influence the
type of clients served under this program in this SDA.

E. Target Groups. Report the number and percentage of clients served under this program in
this SDA in fiscal 199__ according to the target groups listed in the table. Include "double
counts" in your calculations. In addition. please indicate whether or not federal and/or state law
r?quire a minimum level .,f effort regarding certain target groups. And if so, please be sure to
indicate whether the minimum level of effort applies to the proportion of funds or to the
proportion of clients served. Note: ITP.I programs may substitute a printout showing annual
data from the Quarterly Report of Participant Characteristics and Actiuity Report of Enrollee
Characteristics in lieu of completing questions It- -C and IV-E.

F. Target Group Mix. Briefly describe what factors other than federal and/or state law
influence the type of client groups targeted for services under this program in this SDA.

Part V. Geographic Service Distribution Within SDA

A. Geographic Areas. Indicate the distribution of program funds among central cities.
suburban cities. and rural communities within this SDA during fiscal 199_

3
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- PLEASE COMPLETE ONE SURVEY FOR EACH WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM * * *

1. Service Delivery Area:

2. Name of Program:

3. Administering State Agency:

4. Contact Person:

5. Fiscal Year Reported:

I. FUNDING LEVELS AND DISTRIBUTION

Phone:

Dates for Fiscal Year: From: To:

A. Total funds awarded to SDA through this program in fiscal 199

B. How much of the funds available through this program in fiscal 199 were from the following sources:

1. Federal $
2 State $ State Budget Line Item Number:
3. Local S

4. Other $ (please specify)

C. How much of this program's fiscal 199 funding was retained by the SDA to provide direct services (for
example. occupational training, skills assessment, support services, counseling, etc.)?

Please describe services provided:

0 How much of this program's fiscal 199_ funding was retained by the SDA for non-direct service purposes.
such as technical assistance. monitonng and oversight, general administration, etc.?

Please describe activities:

Of the balance of funds that are not accounted for in questions "C" and "D" above, how much of this program's
fiscal 199_ funding was allocated to direct recipients and/or service providers in this SDA by

1. Program's administering agency
2. Regional Employment Boards (SDA)

NOTE: Amount reported in Item A should equal the sum of amounts reported in items C. D, 8 E.

1
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F. How much of this program's funding in fiscal 199_ was distributed by the program's administering agency to
each of the following types of direct recipients in this SDA. Note that direct recipients may not necessarily be
the ultimate service provider. For example, municipal governments may be the direct recipients of program
funds, but they could then use them to fund community based organizations to provide services.

Funds Distributed by Administering Agency Amount Distributed by
Type of Direct Recipient Total Dollars Formula

.-.
RFP Grant

Municipal governments
, .

Local school systems
Higher education institutions
Community based organizations
Other (please specify)

6.
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A. What types of organizations in this SDA were the service providers for this program in fiscal 199_?

Complete as many responses as are applicable
Is Use of This

Provider Required by
Federal/State StatuteTotal Dollar

Amount AwardedType of Service Provider Yes* No

State Agency--Direct State Service Provision
SDA Skill Center
DET Opportunity Job Center
Elementary and Secondary Schools
Vocational School
Pro a neta School (Non-De ree Grantine)
Community College
Two-Year Private College
English-as-Second Language Learning Centers
Community-Based Organizations
Other (please specify)

* Enter "F" if a federal requirement: "S" if a state requirement.

B. What factors other than state or federal law influence the mix of service providers for this program?

6
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III. SERVICES

A. What typos of services were provided under this program in this SDA?

Complete ar many items as
applicable for this program

Does the
Level of

What

Law Specify
Effort for This
Level is Required?
Level (%)"

a Minimum
Service?Amount of

Program
Funds

Number of
Clients

Served#Type of Service Yes* No

Job Search Assistance
Job Search
Job Placement
Other (please specify)

Basic Skills
GED
English as Second Language
Literacy Training
Adult Basic Education
Other /please specify)

Occupational Training
Occupational training
On-the-job training
Quality/productivity training
Other (please specify)

Administration##

# Include double counts.
* Enter "P if a federal requirement: "S" if a state requirement.
** Indicate whether this requirement applies to the proportion of people receiving the service, or to the proportion
of funds spent on it. For example, to indicate a 10% set aside based on the number of people served enter lop: to
indicate a 25% set aside based on total funds. enter 25f.
## Only include administrative services if they are NOT included in response to Question I-D.

B. What factors other than state or federal requirements influence the type of services provided under this program'?

4



IV. CHARACTERISTICS OF CLIENTS SERVED 47

A. Number of applicants in fiscal 199

B. Number of clients served in fiscal 199_
1. Total clients served

a) Number of clients that completed program
b) Number of clients that dropped out of program

2. Number of clients served by more than one program during fiscal 199_

C. What was the distribution of clients served by this program in fiscal 199_ according to the following
demographic categories?

Include double counts Does the Law Specify a Minimum
Level of Effort for This Service?

What Level is Required?
Number
of Clients
Served

Percent
of Clients

Ser.edPopulation Group Yes* Level (%)** No

Gender
Male
Female

Age
14-15
16-21

22-54
55 and over

Race/Ethnicity
White (Non-Hispanic)
Black (Non-Hispanic)
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Is lancer
Native American
Other (please specify)

Low Income Status

* Enter "F" if a federal requirement: "S" if a state requirement.
" Indicate whether this requirement applies to the proportion of people receiving the service, or to the proportion
of funds spent on it. For example. to indicate a 10% set aside based on the number of people served enter 10p; to
indicate a 25% set aside based on total funds, enter 25f.

NOTE: JTPA programs may substitute a printout showing annual data from the Quarterly Report of
Participant Characteristics and the Activity Report of Enrollee Characteristics in lieu of completing
questions IV-C and IV-E.

D. What factors other than state or federal requirements influence the type of clients served under this program?

5



IV. CLIENTS SERVED, CONTD

E. Which of the following target groups were served by this program in fiscal 199_?

Include Double Counts Does the Law Specify a Minimum
Level of Effort for This Service?

What Level is Required?
Number

of Clients
Served

Percent
of Clients

ServedTarget Group Yes Level (%)** No
At-Risk Youth (in-school)
High School Dropouts
Hie h School Graduates
Welfare Recipients
Public Housing Residents
Unemployment Recipients
Unem elo merit Exhaustees
Not in Labor Force
Older Workers (55+)
Veterans
Limited English Speaking
Refugees/Immigrants
Persons with Disabilities
Offenders
Other (please specify)

Enter "F" if a federal requirement: "S" if a state requirement.
Indicate whether this requirement applies to the proportion of people receiving the service, or to the proporticn

of funds spent on it. For example. to indicate a 10% set aside based on the number of people served enter 10p to
indicate a 25% set aside based on total funds, enter 25f.

NOTE: JTPA programs may substitute a printout showing annual data from the Quarterly Report of
Participant Characteristics and Activity Report of Enrollee Characteristics in lieu of completing
questions lV-C and IV-E,

What factors other than state or federal requirements influence the target groups served in fiscal 199

V. GEOGRAPHIC SERVICE DISTRIBUTION WITHIN SDA

A. What was the total amount of funds in fiscal 199 distnbuted to service providers in this SDA in the following types
of geographic areas?

Central cities
Suburban cities
Rural areas

6
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III. A PROTOCOL FOR CREATING A SURVEY DATABASE

Er Instructions for computerizing survey questionnaires `Cl

The following will give you some idea about setting up a database system for survey

questionnaires.

Special Notes :-

(1) All the words in italics are defined later in Protocol Appendix.

(2) This Document has many symbols. Symbols and meanings are as follows :

0

Very important, must follow the instructions without fail.

Suggested approach, should follow it. This will enhance your database.

or A WARNING or BE AWARE. Never do this. This is a loophole.

Try to avoid this. This is not advisable.

Remember. This is something that you should remember. This could be

very useful, while designing or using a database.



=0

To computerize Workforce or SDA survey questionnaires, you will need

(1) A computer IBM/IBM Compatible Desktop, Apple Macintosh, IBM-Mainframe

or any other computer system.

(2) A permanent storage system (Hard drive)

(3) A relational database software program.

(4) If you want to use database specifically created foi "Survey-Questionnaire", you

will need either 3.5" floppy drive or 5.25" floppy drive and any database software

that is compatible with dBaseTM software..

(5) If you have IBM:IBM Compatible computer and you want to use computerized

survey database, You will need ALPIIA4TM database software. To obtain this

software, please contact your local software dealer,.

ALPHA4TM is 100% dBaseTM compatible. dBaseTM file

format is industry standard, hence any database program will read your data.

A database is collection of many data points or /kids.
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Please look at the Workforce Program Survey Form. Look at the first page. In

the first part we have four questions.

Question 1: Name of Program :
Quest ion 2: Administering Agency :
Question 2: Contact Person : Phone :
Question 4: Fiscal Year Reported :

Dates for Fiscal Year : From To :

® Question I has one part.

0 Question 2 has one part.

0 Question 3 has two parts.

4 Question 4 has three parts.

this part of t he questionnaire contains 7 answers/sub-answers.

We will need 7 fields in this database.

flow to define fields and database - Step by Step procedure.

Please look at exhibit 1 and 2. Methodology is as follows :

O Ask question:sub-question

Get the answer

- Check, if the answer is (a) - Text

(b) Numbers
(c) - Logic
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: PROCESS OF DES1G\ING A HELD

I3
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(a) If the answer is "text", using your best judgement guess how long the

maximum answer could be A Remember space is also a character. If

the question is about program name, you can allocate about 70

characters.

We strongly recommend you to allocate length between 60 and 70.

If your length is less then 70, then it will be easy to view title (question)

and answer both on same line. Normal computers can show 80 characters

on any single line. So when you design your database view-screen, you can

replicate the actual form on screen.

(b) If the answer is "Numeric", i.e. numbers, once again guess the maximum

length and decimal points. For percentages it will be "100.00". For

number of people served it could be "1,234,567'. For dollar allocated in

1992 it could be 1987,674,321.00 ". In the first case total length will be 6.

It can be calculated as follows: 3 digits before decimal + 1 for

the decimal point itself + 2 spaces after decimal point, totals 6. In the

second case (1,234,567), length will be 7. Here we do not have decimal

point, so we can just count the digits and allocate the space. In the third

case we will need 12 digits (9+1+2). Li - decimal point '.' has to be
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added to total length, but comma ',' does not require a space.

(c) If the answer is "Logic", i.e. 'TRUE' or 'FALSE'. The computer interprets

this as a one 'text' character. The only option you \\ill have is 'T' for

'True' and 'F' for false. Normally this type is seldom used in the type of

work we are invcived in, so we will not discuss it.

(d) We do not use type "others". So we will not discuss it.

13v using instruction 0 , you can create as many fields as you want. The only

limitation is imposed by database softwares. Normally most of the commonly

used dataho:-,e software have the following major limitations :

(a) Length of 'text field' is limited to 254.

(h) Total fields in one file cannot exceed 128.

(c) Field names can not have spaces & many other characters. For example

you can not name your field as "FROG NAME". It could be

"PROD NAME".

Using techniques mentioned above, you can create a file as well as fields.

We suggest that for each question in a survey questionnaire, create

separate file.

7 ti
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EXHIBIT 2: WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS: COMPUTERIZED DATABASE

Survey
database Set

FORM-ID
or

PROGRAM NAME
(Common for all files)

11111111111=111111111011111111W

Question Question
II Ill IV
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171 When you are creating the second file, you MUST enter one field, same

as the first file. The first is also known as primary file. You must have at least

one common field in all your files, so all database files can be combined. You can

use field "Program Name". Normally first field in every file should be

"Program Name". Figure 3 shows how they can be arranged.

We have the following suggestions for defining and linking files :

0 Do not use program name as a common field. (1) You will have to enter

a long program name for each file. If you have 4 or 5 files, you will have

to enter a very long string 4 to 5 times. (2) You are likely to make a

mistake, when you do so. Even if you put extra space or forget one, your

files will not be lirzked and your database will not set up properly.

We suggest that you create one numeric field and name it as "FORM_ID".

Suggested length is 3. Each file should have "FORM_ID" as a first field.

By using this you only have to enter 3 digits each time. Many soft wares

automatically assign a new number for you.

Yon want to keep your filenames simple and meaningful. The file which

rout ains information about first question, can he named "QUEST1".
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Also do not forget to index your files. Indexing will increase your speed

and your data will be more organized. Database software will have an

option about indexing.
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Database Linking

1)atabasc

Heel

Joining two database files via some common field. Computer
looks for two common data (numbers or text). If it finds a match,
it will combine those two files.

A structure, under which many fields or data entry can be
linked. Difference between Relational database and Database
is that the former links more than one of the later types. If we
have two databases, we can relate them to have a relational
database.

It is a sub-member of database. A database consists of many
fields. Each field answers one particular question. In computer
language, four major types of field exists. (1) Character, (2)
Numeric, (3) I..o2ic and (4) Memo. The fourth type is not
commonly used.

indc.x Data is sorted by some field. It could he numeric field or
character field. You can also use combination of fields.

Eclat Iona I Database

Sc itse n- View

A software program that connects two or more data fields or
data files. It LISTS some sort of common reference, which logically
relates files or fields.

Most of the database softwares will let you create a screen
desizn. Screen design will let you exhibit the data or fields in
format that you specify. Most of the time it is used to duplicate
the data-entry form on computer screen.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

In their sixteenth annual report (1991), the National Commission for Employment Policy

states: "A major goal of federally-sponsored employment and training programs is to improve

the match b. een employers' demand for workers and the available supply of workers... For

several reasons there is an ongoing need to ask how the scope of these employment anc: training

programs can be enhanced." (p.27) A state-by-state survey of program objectives in relation to

targeted groups would go a long way in addressing this need. The survey instrument presented

in this report would provide disaggregated data as well as aggregated data on program

objectives, funding, and targeted groups. Most of all, survey findings would help to answer the

fundamental questions: Does the money go where the needs are? and How good is the match

between the demand for and the supply of government training services? The MJC survey

constituted a valuable first step in the right direction; other steps are needed to enhance this

work.
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1. Separate responses were returned for the three Bay State Skills Corporation component: 50/50;
Global Education; and Displaced Homemakers, which are, therefore, counted as separate
programs. The same holds true also for the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission (MRC)
programs: Vocational Rehabilitation; Extended Employment; and Supported Employment; and
for the Refugee Employment and Training Programs: Targeted Assistance: Allocation; Targeted
Assistance: Discretionary; and Refugee Education and Employment. The School-to-Work
Transition program(s?) is counted as one program even though two questionnaires were returned
with in part conflicting responses.

2. No information was given for DVOP, LVERS, TJTC, Refugee Education and Employment,
Adult Education, and the programs offered by the Department of Mental Health (DMH). The
Employment Services program indicated that 10 percent of its funds were allocated via RFP, yet
no information was given for the remaining 90 percent of its funds.

3. Educational institutio'is include local school systems, vocational schools, proprietary schools,
community colleges, and private colleges.

4. These are funds that the SDAs use for direct service provision (SDA Skills Centers), not
those passed on by the SDAs to other ultimate service providers.

5. The percentae distributions for the Basic Education (State and Federal) programs were also
given but data on total program funding were missing. School-to-Work Transition (ID# 29)
reported on total funding but identified local service providers for only 10 percent of those
funds; the opposite is true for School-to-Work Transition (ID# 28): 100 percent of an unknown
total dollar figure are reportedly receiv:,u by CBOs. For the Industrial Services Program (JTPA
III), two sets of figures were submitted: one pertaining to "vendors" and a second one indicating
fund allocation to "operators" who contract out to vendors. Since the conceot of "vendor" seems
to correspond more closely to that of "local service provider", the discussion following in the
text is based on the distribution of ISP funds to "vendors".

6. Figures on program enrollees are taken from the March 1992 MJC Report "Creating A
World-Class Development System in Massachusetts" since the MJC Survey elicited information
on people served only in terms of percentages of an undefined total, never in absolute figures.
Note that program titles in the MJC Report may differ from those in the MJC Survey returns.
The MJC Survey, for instance, distinguished between three Bay State Skills Corporation
components: 50/50; Global Education; and Displaced Homemakers. Similarly, the MRC and
Refugee Employment programs seem to have three components each. The MJC Report,
however, lists only one figure for total program enrollees in each case.

7. Programs were excluded when there was a less than perfect match between program
title/description given in the MJC Survey returns and that given in the March 1992 MJC Report.
For instance, the MJC Report lists 620 enrollees for the Bay State Skills Corporation program
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without indicating the distribution over the three components: 50/50, Global Education, and
Displaced Homemakers. Consequently, the Bay State Skills program(s) was not included in the
analysis.
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MJC SURVEY DATA BASE

Table Set A: Funding Sources for Workforce Development Programs

Table Set B:

Table Set C:

Table Set D:

Table Set E:

Table Set F:

Methods of Funding Distribution for Workforce
Development Programs

Major Service Providers for Workforce Development
Programs

Types of Services Provided by Workforce Development
Programs

People Served by Workforce Development Programs
(Socio-Economic Characteristics)

Characteristics of Indic iduals Being Served by
Workforce Development Programs (Demographic Ch.)



TABLE SET A

Funding Sources for Workforce Development Programs
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TABLE SET E

People Served by Workforce Development Programs
(Socio-Economic Characteristics)
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